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1.0: Introduction  
In 2015, Imperial College Library’s Library Information Systems team led several user 
experience projects to assess the usability of their Library Search interface. One such 
project was to conduct an online survey to allow for quantitative analysis. The methodology, 
findings, and evaluation of that survey are presented in this report. The results of this 
research will be looked at along with the findings of qualitative research which was run in 
parallel to form a series of recommendations. 
2.0: Objectives  
1. To increase knowledge of the general information-seeking behaviour of Imperial 
College London Library users of all types and specifically how Library Search is 
used. 
 
2. To take a quantitative research approach as a way to get immediate reactions from 
respondents rather than encouraging confusion, overthinking, and too-much-
analysis. 
 
3. To look for general behavioural trends as well as outlying results. 
 
4. To use numerical values from answers to quantify results and more easily analyse 
the quantitative data (see http://usabilitynet.org/trump/documents/Suschapt.doc for 
an example of a simple scoring matrix). 
 
5. To conduct the survey in a non-traditional way because: 
 
a. we know people are more likely to complete a short survey, so are designing 
this survey to allow them to 'answer a question' rather than 'complete a 
survey',  
b. we want to avoid survey fatigue. 
 
6. To include free text questions to allow deeper comments from users willing and able 
to provide qualitative opinions. These may yield more honest responses through 
anonymity than those responses from face-to-face interviews in previous rounds of 
UX research. 
 
7. To inform design decisions for upcoming new Primo interface and identify areas 
where future UX research can be directed (to clarify/expand on findings)  
Notes: Objectives 4 and 5 are slightly contradictory, without a user completing a full set of 
questions designed to test something specific, the ability to use numerical values to quantify 
is limited.  
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3.0: Research procedure  
3.1: UX research  
The survey is one part of a larger study into user experience of Primo and was run in 
parallel with qualitative research consisting of a series of semi-structured interviews 
including think-aloud exercises. The results of the interviews are presented in a separate 
report.  
The survey ran from December 2015 to September 2016. It was initially planned to run until 
February 2016 but we allowed it to run further to get higher numbers of responses for 
greater validity. Therefore, the survey ran until major changes to the Primo interface were 
made following the qualitative round of Primo UX in summer 2016 mentioned above. Major 
look-and-feel changes were made to the Primo interface in August/September 2016 which 
was launched in September 2016. This included changes of interface colour, font, 
terminology, and placement of UI elements.  
The survey was constructed as follows. The LIS team put together a group of draft 
questions (https://wiki.imperial.ac.uk/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=63618924) based on 
previous experience of library systems surveys and some ideas of the areas we wanted to 
investigate. These were then turned into ‘statement’ questions with a Lickert scale for the 
user to express their level of agreement 
(https://wiki.imperial.ac.uk/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=64270167). In a meeting with 
Primo Forum, a long list of questions was then drawn up. 
(https://wiki.imperial.ac.uk/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=64275115). The LIS team then 
put them into a final form suitable for Qualtrics 
(https://wiki.imperial.ac.uk/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=64278355). 
  
3.2: Data collection methods  
 The survey was created using Qualtrics and consisted of 41 questions. 
 The survey was open, anyone was allowed to take the survey. 
 The survey embedded into the Primo interface. Users were invited to participate via 
a pop-up panel on the search home page. 
 Respondents were presented with a single randomised question from the survey at a 
time and given the option to answer an additional question. 
 Respondents were given the option to save and continue the survey once they had 
started. 
 Responses from partially completed surveys were recorded 2 weeks after the 
respondent’s last activity. 
 After respondents’ responses were recorded they were able to start a new survey. 
 21 respondents started the survey more than once, there was no evidence of ‘ballot 
box stuffing’ by this group. 
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3.3: Research sample 
We were most interested in library users who use Primo. Our total population is small (< 
100,000) and if we would like a 95% confidence level and ± 5% confidence interval (note: a 
reasonable standard in this kind of surveying) we would need to sample: 
 about 377 users based on College staff and student numbers (22,743) 
 about 381 users based on mean Primo monthly user numbers from Google Analytics 
(39,985) 
 
The intention was to limit the population to Primo users, present an invite to answer a 
question at random and stop asking when we reached the right number of responses. 
In practice, we did not get as many responses to the survey as we expected and therefore 
have been pragmatic – the sample may be considered reasonably "representative" without 
being a probability sample. 
 
3.4: Data analysis 
A data analysis plan was written subsequent to conducting the survey and followed the 
below steps.  
- Identify the research questions and objectives of the survey by gathering 
documentation from when the survey was planned and created. 
- Divide the survey questions into groups around the themes of the research. 
- Analysis of what survey questions or themes were no longer relevant due to changes 
in Primo since the survey was run and are unlikely to result in meaningful analysis. 
The results of this step is included in the Appendix. 
- The results were then exported from Qualtrics and manipulated. 
Shown below are the 6 type of questions that were included in the survey along with a brief 
summary of how type of question was analysed and presented.  
1. Likert type questions – users were asked to answer strongly agree, agree, neither 
agree or disagree, disagree or strongly disagree in response to a statement.  
These questions are Likert type as they are all single questions which cannot be combined 
into a composite score. For simplicity the count of “strongly agree” and “agree” as well as 
“strongly disagree and disagree” responses were summed. Each question is presented as a 
divergent bar chart along with other questions within the same research theme. The 
divergent nature of the bar chart means that each bar is centred about the midpoint of the 
neutral section.  
2. Free text questions  
We included free text questions to allow participants of the survey to give open ended 
response such as their opinions and thoughts on Library search. The free text questions 
were multi-line which provided them with the opportunity to explain their thoughts in more 
details if they wished to do so. For the purpose of the data analysis some of the answers 
from the raw data were removed when they only contained text like “blank”, “Nil”, “Not sure”, 
  
 
6 
 
or other response that were clearly out of context in relation to the question asked. The 
process of cleaning the data was consuming, but it was essential to ensure invalid and 
biased responses to the free text survey questions were weeded out. The free text were 
then analysed by question, each answer was read through and assigned to a code. All the 
codes were they analyse to pull out main categories/code. The original codes were then re 
analysed to look for similarities or differences and to make improvements to the code 
description and consistency before summing up to provide the quantitative result. 
3. Confidence scale questions – users were asked how confident they were about 
something on a 5 point scale, 1 being the most confident and 5 the least.  
These questions are presented as percentages of each point on the scale. 
4. Rank order questions – users were asked to rank several options on how likely they 
were to use them. In some cases the user did not have to rank every option in the 
question and in some questions they did.  
For each option the number of times it was ranked 1st, 2nd, 3rd etc. was summed. The 
results are presented in a stacked bar chart with each block in the bar representing the 
number of times that option was ranked 1st, 2nd, 3rd etc. 
The instances where users ranked some of the options but not all were considered 
important and included in the analysis. If a user ranked some but not all of the options, the 
options that were left unranked were counted in an ‘unranked’ block which is shown on the 
far right of the bar chart.  
5. Multiple choice questions – There were two types of this question, one where users 
could pick as many options as they wanted and one where they could only pick one.  
The number of times each option was selected was summed and presented as a clustered 
bar chart. Each question also has the option – other (please specify) which was analysed in 
the same manner as the free text questions and included in one of the options if 
appropriate. 
6. Yes or no questions 
These are presented as a percentage of yes and no. 
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Yes No 
I would like more help 
using Library Search 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
Likert type questions 
Yes  No 
Yes/No questions  
1 2 3 4 5 
Confidence scale questions  
Confident  Not Confident  
4.0: Findings 
4.1: Key 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.2: Usability  
 
 
 
 
 
4.3: Features and functionality of Library Search  
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When answering this question (and others of the same format throughout the survey), users 
did not have to rank every option. If a user ranked any number of options, all of the 
remaining options that they did not rank were counted as ‘unranked’. For example, if a user 
completed the ranking as: View fines and fees – 1, Loan history – 2, Favourites – 3 and left 
the other options empty, then the other options would all be counted as unranked. 
 
4.4: Mobile access 
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4.5: Information seeking and Library Search’s role  
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What is your preferred place to start to find resources? (Users could only select one option) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Which do you use to find resources? (Users could select as many options as they wanted) 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Count  
Count  
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4.6: The search process  
4.6.1: Searching in Library Search 
 
 
 
 
 
4.6.2: Searching functionality 
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4.6.3: Refining and sorting  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: Unlike other questions of this type in the survey users had to rank every option hence 
there is no ‘unranked’ field. 
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4.6.4: Determining relevance  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.6.5: Accessing the resource  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9% 
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4.7: Document Delivery  
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.8: Free text questions  
 
What makes you give up on Library Search when looking for resources? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 Results delivery failure: cannot find resources or resources in a relevant format 
(digital/physical), cannot find resources in time. 
 Interface or functionality barriers: user found the interface complicated, not easy to 
browse for resources, lack of functionality (e.g. filtering results), too many clicks. 
 Access failure: refers to broken links after finding the resources on results list, unable 
to find resources on shelves. 
 Prefers another platform: Google Scholar, WOK, Scopus, Google Books, British 
Library, Google. 
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If you could change one thing about Library Search, what would it be?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Improve functionality: search for keywords functionality, search for year and author, 
Library Search, improve browsing (e.g. back button, navigate through previous 
searches). 
 Better access: users want to be able to access available books in electronic form, fix 
broken links, and improve access with fewer clicks. Direct links instead of redirect 
links  and access to full text/PDF (e.g. allow access to Trust staff). 
 Improve interface: improve layout/design, mobile friendly interface. 
 Improve search: simplifying the search process with improved refine options and 
adjusting the sensitivity to search terms, remove noise in the search results (e.g. 
reviews) improve advance search (add search by libraries). 
 Add more resources: more physical books, more e-books, clicks that open new 
windows (preference for new window and same window), provide help for Library 
Search, default cursor in search box. 
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What do you like or dislike about Library Search? (Like) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Interface and functionality: user friendly interface, quick and easy to search, design, 
navigation, filtering results.  
 Search results and relevancy: relevant results top of search results, wide range of 
results, search for DOI and Pubmed ID, known item search  
 Access: access to relevant resources, availability status, accessibility outside 
Imperial.  
 Other: Library Search is convenient, fine, quick, clean, it works, it makes life easy. 
 
What do you like or dislike about Library Search? (Dislike) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Search results and relevancy: No relevant search results, not enough options to filter 
results, results do not give enough details (e.g. format, editions), not good for 
literature search, search results affected by typos and spelling errors (e.g. missing 
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“s” in “fundamentals”), relevant results are not at the top of the results list, difficult 
searching for journals. 
 Access to resources: Unclear availability of resources (paywall), access to journals 
from Library Search not very good (e.g. not available, broken links), connections 
issues (e.g. browser issue – Internet Explorer or outside Imperial) take time to 
download/load resources, cannot access resource in relevant format.  
 Interface and functionality: user interface, cluttered results (or too many spaces), 
difficulty signing in, interface not intuitive, navigation, difference between resource 
type, too many clicks. 
 Other: refers to overall negative experience, confusing, slow, too much dross, prefers 
old Library Search, dislike “woolliness”. 
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5.0: Evaluation  
 
In general the survey met the objectives. Some critical reflections are included below.  
It was intended that the free text questions would provide more in depth comments from 
users which would support the quantitative questions. In practice this is not easily done due 
to specific nature of the quantitative questions and the non-specific nature of the free text 
questions. This is why they were analysed and presented separately.  
Many of the negative comments in the free text questions were related to the time and 
length of the survey. This may have been avoided by making the design of the survey clear 
at the beginning. Similarly some unconstructive criticisms seem to come from a few people 
who answered survey questions more than once. 
It is also important to be aware of the following points with regards to the free text 
questions. When asked “What do you like or dislike about Library Search?” users are more 
likely to write about their negative experiences. If both responses are required then 
separate questions should be asked. Running the survey for this length of time, in some 
cases had a negative impact on users’ view of Library Search and can therefore affect the 
quality of the data. Some users understand ‘Library Search’ to be the library website.  
The following comments relate to the quantitative questions and the survey more generally. 
Several things would have been useful in focussing the survey including, setting objectives 
before designing and conducting the survey, more ownership in overseeing the design and 
analysis of the survey and having a data analysis plan.  
For example, when asked “When evaluating whether results are relevant I am:”, 71% of 
users answered 1 or 2 on the confidence scale. It is difficult to draw conclusions from such 
a statement especially as there was only one other question based on how users determine 
relevance. This type of question either needs to be supported by other questions based on 
how users determine relevance (to better understand what makes them confident or not 
confident) or, asked before and after changes to Library Search were made, to measure the 
effect.  
With hindsight we were optimistic in the number of response, this could have been 
improved by asking fewer questions.  
Biases in Likert type data to consider are as follows. Central tendency bias: avoiding using 
the extreme options, this has been partly accounted for summing the two strongly agree 
with agree and strongly disagree with disagree. Acquiescence bias: agreeing with the 
statement as it is presented.  
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6.0: Appendix  
 Question Question type Number of 
responses 
Q1_ Library Search is important to how I study Likert type 236 
Q2_ Library Search has an attractive design Likert type 230 
Q3_ I know what I'm looking for when I use Library Search Likert type 208 
Q4_ I know that the things I am looking for are available from 
the library 
Likert type 211 
Q4b I know that the things I am looking for are available from 
the library 
Likert type 216 
Q5_ When using library search I am Confidence 
scale 
228 
Q6_ I usually find what I'm looking for on the first page of 
results 
Likert type 229 
Q7_ I expect what I'm searching for to come up on the first 
page of results 
Likert type 227 
Q8_ When evaluating whether results are relevant I am: Confidence 
scale 
231 
Q9_ I use abstracts to decide between results Likert type 243 
Q10 It is easy to find books on the shelves using Library 
Search 
Likert type 234 
Q11 I use the 'Refine by' options Likert type 229 
Q12 The order of the results in Library Search makes sense 
to me 
Likert type 219 
Q13 The order of the results in Library Search helps me find 
relevant materials (books, DVDs, etc.) 
Likert type 220 
Q14 I would like more help using Library Search Likert type 233 
Q15 Library Search is confusing Likert type 233 
Q16 I use Library Search to check what books I have out on 
loan 
Likert type 221 
Q17 It's clear to me what the Document Delivery Service 
provides 
Yes/No 241 
Q18 I know how to request books and other items that are 
not available in the library 
Likert type 224 
Q19 Document Delivery is fast enough for my needs Likert type 221 
Q20 Making a request through Document Delivery is too 
complicated 
Likert type 207 
Q21 What is your preferred place to start to find resources? Multiple 208 
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choice  
 Course reading list   
 Liaison Librarian   
 Library subject guides   
 Library website / Library Search   
 Discussions with other students   
 Recommendations from lecturers   
 Google   
 Wikipedia   
 Web of Science   
 Google Scholar   
 Other library catalogue(s)   
 Other (please specify)   
Q22 Which do you use to find resources? Multiple 
choice 
223 
 
 Course reading list   
 Liaison Librarian   
 Library subject guides   
 Library website / Library Search   
 Discussions with other students   
 Recommendations from lecturers   
 Specialist databases   
 Google   
 Wikipedia   
 Web of Science   
 Google Scholar   
 Other library catalogue(s)   
 Other (please specify)   
Q23 Arrange these 'My Account' features in the order you 
would be most likely to use them 
Rank order 141 
 
 Renew loans   
 Place a request   
 Favourites   
 Saved searches   
 View current loans   
 Loan history   
 View fines & fees   
 Document Delivery   
Q24 What makes you give up Library Search when looking 
for resources? 
Free text 118 
Q25 Do you use the links in this panel? Yes/No 224 
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Q26 Arrange these links for looking up resources in the order 
you would be most likely to use them 
Rank order 150 
 Scopus   
 ScienceDirect   
 Amazon.co.uk   
 WorldCat   
 Google Books   
 Copac   
 Blackwell's   
 None of the above   
Q27 It's important for me to be able to access Library Search 
on my mobile device 
Likert type 241 
Q28 I find it hard to access Library Search on my mobile 
device 
Likert type 231 
Q29 If you could change one thing about Library Search, 
what would it be? 
Free text 231 
Q30 What do you like or dislike about Library Search? Free text 122 
Q31 How was your experience using Library Search today? Rating 231 
Q32 I like a single search box Likert type 225 
Q33 Refining my search is important to me Likert type 239 
Q34 Sorting my search results is important to me Likert type 238 
Q35 Browsing e-journals by title is important to me Likert type 224 
Q36 More search options is important to me Likert type 251 
Q37 Searching by author is important to me Likert type 217 
Q38 Arrange these 'Refine by' options in the order you would 
be most likely to use them 
Rank order 172 
 
 Library   
 Format   
 Date   
 Language   
 Topic   
 Author   
 Journal title   
Q39 I prefer using specialist databases for my subject area Likert type 227 
Q40 The highlighting of my search terms in results is useful 
to me 
Likert type 240 
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Q41 I know what to do if a book is on loan Likert type 250 
 
Questions that were not analysed  
 
Question Reason 
Q2 Library Search has an attractive design 
 
The design of Library Search has changed 
since the survey was conducted 
Q31 How was your experience using Library 
Search today? 
 
The design of Library Search has changed 
since the survey was conducted 
Q15 Library search is confusing 
 
The design of Library Search has changed 
since the survey was conducted 
Q28 I find it hard to access Library Search 
on my mobile device 
 
The mobile site has changed since the 
survey was conducted  
Q13 The order of the results in Library 
Search helps me find relevant materials 
(books, DVDs, etc.) 
 
Unclear what this question was trying to 
assess  
Q5 When using Library Search I am 
 
Changes in Library Search since the survey 
was conducted may been the answers to 
this question are no longer relevant  
Notes: 
Question 4 was included in the survey twice, once as question 4 and once as question 5 
(the actual question 5 was also in the survey). In order to analyse this question the number 
of responses in each category were combined.  
 
 
 
